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Figure 1: Wilkes County, NC 
Source: UNC School of Social Work 
Introduction 
In Wilkes County, a rural community situated in the foothills of the Blue Ridge Mountains (Figure 1), a 
large number of mobile homes are nearing the end of their habitable lives. At a meeting with Town of 
North Wilkesboro officials earlier this year, Ned Fowler, founder and executive director of the Northwest 
Regional Housing Authority in Boone, NC, and North Wilkesboro Town Commissioner Debbie 
Ferguson, detailed just how big of a problem Wilkes County faces. 
 
Fowler estimates the presence of roughly 8,100 manufactured homes in the County, of which 
approximately 5,500 were manufactured prior to 1976. In that year, HUD instituted its manufactured 
housing building code, which strengthened standards for plumbing, ventilation, air conditioning, electrical 
systems, design, energy efficiency, and fire safety (HUD, undated). Therefore, it is safe to assume that 
many of these homes are structurally unsound and may be close to uninhabitable in the next five years 
(Williams, April 16, 2014).  
Accordingly to Fowler, manufactured homes are located throughout the county and its 
municipalities (Wilkesboro, North Wilkesboro, Ronda, and Elkin). Roughly half are occupied by their 
owners; renters live in the other 50 percent. In either situation, if these homes become uninhabitable, a 
large portion of the County population will need new places to live (Williams, April 16, 2014).  
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Unfortunately, a large number of Wilkes County residents live in low- and moderate-income 
households. There are 2,502 renters (49%) and 2,380 owners (86%) in the county with household incomes 
less than $20,000. An additional 725 renters and 1,446 homeowners earn household incomes between 
$20,000 and $34,999. Although the cost-of-living in Wilkes County is lower than in many other parts of 
North Carolina, adequate housing is still out of reach for many of these mobile home owners and renters. 
Fowler estimates that a 1,200- to 1,400-square-foot starter home costs between $150,000 and $175,000, 
adding, “People just starting out can’t afford that.” In 2011, the median home sales price—including 
existing housing stock—was $114,600. Moreover, between 2005 and 2013, county homeowners 
experienced 2,282 foreclosures (Williams, April 16, 2014).  
Rentals may be equally out of reach: Rent and utilities for a two-bedroom apartment averages 
$610 in the county. A worker would need to earn $11.73 per hour for a 40-hour workweek (or $24,000 
annually) to afford this sort of rent at or below 30% of his income. However, the typical Wilkes County 
renter earns only $8.85 per hour, and at the minimum wage ($7.25 per hour), a worker would have to 
work 1.6 full-time jobs to afford these housing costs (let alone other expenses). Moreover, a growing 
demand for rental housing has led to rent inflation in the County, exacerbating the affordability problem. 
Importantly, the rent and utilities cost of $610 does not account for heating a home that is poorly 
insulated, as often are these mobile homes. According to Fowler, some of these units have no insulation at 
all and many are heated with poorly functioning electric furnaces.  A few are even heated with expensive 
oil. Heating one of these units with an electric furnace can run upwards of $200 per month. If the unit 
uses a gas heating unit, these costs can be hundreds more (Williams, April 16, 2014). 
High Poverty and a Lack of Zoning 
Though Wilkes County is experiencing moderate population growth, its population is older than most of 
North Carolina’s urban counties and its residents are suffering from low median household incomes 
($30,000-35,999) and relatively high levels of poverty (16% to 19%) according to federal poverty 
standards. Between 70% and 75% of Wilkes residents own their own homes, but housing affordability is 
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still a significant challenge. Moreover, between 4% and 7% of occupied dwellings are classified 
“substandard” (The Rural Center, 2013). 
Complicating housing standard problems is the fact that most of the county is unzoned. Former 
Wilkes County Planning Director Paul Robinson, Jr. notes that in 2001, 90% of the county was un-zoned. 
During that same year, 526 manufactured homes were placed in the county, as opposed to 176 stick-built 
homes, which were less affordable. Many of the former were placed in the unzoned (and frequently 
considered less desirable) sections of the county, since manufactured housing was either banned or 
restricted to individual lots in other zoning districts. Robinson recalls that the County was debating 
county-wide zoning and a formal land use plan, which would further limit space for manufactured homes 
(Weill, undated). The latter measure has since passed, but without county-wide zoning, a minimum 
housing ordinance is illegal. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that substandard manufactured housing 
remains throughout the county. 
Potential Solutions, Many Voices 
Local officials are exploring a number of different solutions. Commissioner Ferguson has expressed 
interest in the tiny home movement. She notes that the construction industry is struggling in the County 
and that the construction of even smaller site-built homes could be a boon to local builders. Other North 
Wilkesboro officials are also discussing the possibility of buying old, deteriorating homes and renovating 
them for affordable housing. Fowler observes that private lenders are not lending as frequently, so the 
need for state-sponsored programs for single families is higher than ever. His agency, NRHA, currently 
provides housing for low-income families in the county, including 750 renters, and hopes to provide 
additional housing soon.  
Town Manager Ken Noland believes developers need more low-income housing tax credits to 
afford to build below-market apartments. At the same town meeting earlier this year, Noland said, “We 
should be looking for any kind of incentive to get more housing. We need to talk to legislators around the 
need for more tax credits. We have to work with private owners and local governments as well as for-
profit and non-profit entities.” In other words, any kind of solution to the substandard affordable housing 
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problem is welcome in the Town of North Wilkesboro, and it is fair to assume the same holds true in 
other parts of the county (Williams, April 16, 2014). Thus, though there are many voices and much 
energy around the substandard housing problem, no group has mobilized to develop a strategic plan for its 
solution.  
Research Purpose 
The purpose of this research is to develop a methodology for quantifying the number and condition of 
manufactured homes in rural counties throughout North Carolina. Using Wilkes County as a case study, I 
develop a procedure for identifying housing in need of rehabilitation or replacement. Additionally, I 
attempt to align these findings with funding sources for energy efficiency improvements and structural 
repairs and options for replacement.  
It is important to note that although the results of this analysis may serve to inform future public 
or subsidized housing construction, this is not the primary intent of this plan. Therefore, the various 
methods for financing new housing projects will not be examined in detail. Similarly, there are many 
ways for municipal and county governments to require and incentivize the construction of affordable 
housing units without direct funding, such as inclusionary housing tools (e.g., mandatory and inclusionary 
zoning and flexible zoning standards); other types of municipal and county tools and strategies (e.g., 
property tax incentives, community land trusts, public-private partnerships, regional housing initiatives, 
and rent subsidies); and local funding mechanisms (e.g., housing trust funds, demolition taxes, Tax 
Increment Financing districts, and commercial linkage fees) (Business and Professional People for the 
Public Interest, 2005). However, this too is outside the purview of this research. Instead, this paper 
focuses on developing a methodology for identifying deteriorating manufactured homes; finding funding 
for energy efficiency improvements and concomitant structural improvements not covered by energy 
efficiency programs; and evaluating options for  replacing unrepairable homes with interesting and 
inexpensive site-built and manufactured structures. 
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Figure 2: Manufactured Homes as a Percentage of Total Housing Units by 
County, North Carolina, 2000  
Source: Tanya Wolfram via Skillern and Wolfram 
Replicability 
This research is of value because it could initiate efforts to get many Wilkes County residents into newer 
homes that provide higher quality living conditions. However, aside from a potential local effort, it is 
important to note that Wilkes County is one of many North Carolina counties facing similar problems 
(Figure 2): North Carolina has long been a top consumer of manufactured housing, which provides a 
significant stock of unsubsidized affordable housing for low-income residents of our state. For instance, 
nearly 40% of new housing starts from 1990 to 1997 were manufactured homes (though some were 
modular, assembled on site) (Brookings, 2000). Although the quality of construction continues to 
improve in this housing sector as the HUD Code is revised and strengthened, the popularity of 
manufactured homes in the state speaks to the likelihood that a large number of poor quality homes from 
earlier decades are still in use, as well as to the fact that problems will continue to arise as these homes 
age in waves. Therefore, this methodology is important because could be replicated across the state.  
Manufactured Housing Overview 
Before turning to the abovementioned methodology, it is important to review the peculiarities of the 
manufactured housing market. The most important aspects of the manufactured home industry relate to 
the way they are financed and their quality of construction. First, the majority of manufactured homes are 
financed through personal property loans, also known as “chattel” loans. These loans, which differ from 
the traditional real property loans typically used to purchase homes, are also used to purchase cars, for 
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instance, and frequently have much higher interest rates. As detailed below, this presents unique problems 
for the industry and homeowners seeking an appreciating asset. Second, homes built after June 15, 1976 
were subject to the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards Act (1974), which 
strengthened design and construction, durability, transportability, fire and wind resistance, and energy 
efficiency standards (George, undated). Homes built prior to 1976 are typically of much lower quality. 
Manufactured homes may depreciate for a number of reasons. First, due to the limited amount of 
mortgage capital available to manufactured home buyers, dealers often offer chattel loans. These loans 
tend to have high interest rates, which often prevent homeowners from making improvements or paying 
for routine maintenance (Genz, 2001, p. 393). Second, manufactured home values are not necessarily 
associated with price, since manufactured homes dealers rarely provide an appraisal prior to sale. 
Therefore, many buyers pay more for their homes than they are worth on the open market, a serious 
consumer protection issue (p. 402). Third, homes are often placed on leased land in manufactured home 
parks. This provides little security for the owner: landlords can easily raise rents, and many states offer 
little protection from eviction (p. 398). This is particularly problematic because mobile homes are not 
truly mobile: homes are rarely relocated, since moving them is expensive and can seriously damage their 
structure (CFED, “Top 10 Truths,” undated).  
Nevertheless, despite their shortcomings, there are a number of advantages to the manufactured 
home. First, the costs per square feet of construction are half that of a site-built home, allowing 
manufacturers to sell them at lower prices (Genz, 2001, p. 396). In 2012, the average cost per square foot 
for a new manufactured home was $42, compared to $86 for a new, site-built home (CFED, 2013). This is 
largely attributable to the fact that the federal code administered by HUD preempts local codes, allowing 
manufacturers to take advantage of economies of scale in mass-production (Genz, p. 397). Second, as a 
result of these low prices, many of these homes are owner-occupied: According to a study conducted in 
the late 1990s, nearly 80% of homes nationwide were occupied by homeowners (Genz, 2001, p. 396). 
These numbers might be even higher if not for the fact that many zoning codes prohibit the installation of 
single-section homes (p. 398). Third, despite their reputation, homes are not necessarily of lower quality 
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than site-built homes. In fact, in many cases, the controlled setting of a factory floor allows for more 
precise construction (p. 396-397). Today, these homes have a comparable lifespan to site-built homes, and 
a variety of styles allow them to blend into most neighborhoods. Moreover, they use far fewer materials: 
construction of a manufactured home produces 30-45% less waste than a site-built home of comparable 
specifications (CFED, “Top 10 Truths,” undated). Finally, ENERGY STAR-rated homes can save 
homeowners $190-246 a year in average energy costs: between 24% and 29% of total heating and cooling 
costs (CFED, 2013).  
Moreover, the disadvantages of the manufactured home—in particular depreciation—can be 
overcome. First, these homes are increasingly installed on owner-occupied land using industry-developed 
land-home financing packages and subdivisions plans designed specifically for manufactured housing (p. 
398). This prevents depreciation due to the perilous situation of owning a home on land that is not your 
own, as is often the case in mobile home parks. Second, non-profits can short-circuit the dealer chattel 
loan problem by offering conventional real property financing. Finally, homes can be placed on 
foundations that adhere to FHA Title II, thereby improving their resale value. 
Perhaps most importantly, manufactured homes are a major, unsubsidized source of low-cost 
housing and a significant contributor to homeownership in the United States. Housing expert Robert Genz 
argues that institutional and legal problems associated with the manufactured home—such as chattel 
financing, subprime lending, commissions based on loan origination, installation problems, and site 
leasing practices—are to blame for depreciation and foreclosures, not the construction or quality of the 
housing itself. Genz acknowledges that site-built homes offer better financing, legal protections, equity 
holding capacity, and marketability, and that the “parking lot aesthetics” of some manufactured home 
parks are “hard for anyone to love” (Genz, 2001, p. 395). However, he maintains that these shortcomings 
are not inherent to the factory-built home itself. He advocates for increased efforts to finance, record, and 
tax manufactured housing as personal property, arguing these efforts will go far to encourage 
maintenance by enabling homeowners to initiate home improvement and equity lines of credit and 
permanent integration with the site. This, in turn, will increase rates of appreciation. 
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Process and Methodology  
In order to develop an effective strategy for combatting the substandard manufactured housing problem in 
Wilkes County, these homes must be identified and surveyed before plans to replace and repair them are 
developed. I propose the following process.  
Develop a coalition. Local Wilkes County leaders need to lead the charge in developing a 
coalition of “champions” around quality housing. These may include municipalities, large employers, 
churches or other faith-based groups, developers, sweat-equity housing organizations like Habitat for 
Humanity, or other non-profit and philanthropic organizations interested in social, health, or housing 
issues. For this project, I met in person or telephoned the following stakeholders: Heather Murphy 
(Executive Director, The Health Foundation), Ned Fowler (President, Northwest Regional Housing 
Authority), Cam Finley (President, Venture Properties), Ken Noland (Town Manager, Town of 
Wilkesboro), Andrew Carlton (Planning and Community Development Director, Town of Wilkesboro), 
Alex Hamilton (Tax Assessor, Wilkes County), Eddie Barnes (Planner, Wilkes County), and Debbie 
Ferguson (Councilwoman, Town of North Wilkesboro). These (and others) are the individuals and groups 
who should attempt to implement solutions for the households living in the identified substandard homes. 
Assess the scope of the problem. The coalition would benefit greatly from understanding the 
spatial and scalar scope of the problem at a more granular scale than allowed for by community-wide data 
possessed by regional housing authorities. To locate manufactured homes, I developed a methodology in 
which I conducted a parcel analysis using tax records in order to identify the location and of single = 
homes and mobile home parks using land use codes. For the county, data updated in January 2015 was 
drawn from the County Tax Assessment Office and aligned with spatial data and parcel PINs received 
from the High Country Council of Government (COG). The COG also provided 2011 municipal data for 
Wilkesboro and North Wilkesboro, the two primary municipalities in the County, for which the 
governments collected detailed land use data. To corroborate these results, the county data was verified 
by Census tract using U.S. Census American Community Survey 2008-2012 four-year data from ESRI 
Business Analyst Online.  
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Triage the manufactured housing stock. Based on survey and scoping results, categorize the 
housing in Wilkes County based on condition. The goal of this step is to determine the number of units 
that need to be either retrofitted or renovated, replaced, or abandoned altogether for another type of 
housing. However, in Wilkes County, because manufactured homes are purchased as personal property 
rather than as real property, their year of construction data is not recorded. This is fairly common practice 
throughout the state. Therefore, to assess condition, this study uses Tax Assessed Value (TAV), relying 
on the judgment of the county tax assessors. To categorize properties into those that needed to be 
rehabilitated and those that needed to be replaced, Google Street View was used to verify that TAV 
corresponded with exterior condition. Finally, exterior images were used to establish TAV thresholds for 
rehabilitation and replacement efforts. These results should be verified by county or municipal officials 
through windshield surveys of properties and/or discussions with residents to determine the condition and 
ownership status of individual properties.  
Develop a menu of policies and programs. The results of the process described above should aid 
the coalition in tailoring policies and programs to the scope and spatial extent of the problem. For 
example, if GIS analysis finds 4,000 units have TAVs that suggest poor conditions, and a subsequent 
windshield survey determines that for half of these units the condition was such as to warrant 
abandonment (and the other half the units could be retrofitted), then the coalition knows it needs 
replacement housing for roughly 2,000 households and a retrofitting program for the other 2,000. Once 
the extent of the problem is determined, Wilkes County, its municipalities, and other coalition members 
should consider instituting programs for three courses of action: 1) retrofitting or renovating mobile 
homes that need improvement but that are not yet uninhabitable; 2) replacing mobile homes that cannot 
be retrofitted or renovated; and 3) exploring opportunities to build more affordable housing. This menu 
should address ways to 1) finance renovations for energy efficiency and structural renovations; 2) replace 
substandard with new manufactured homes; and 3) fund the construction of inexpensive, replacement 
site-built homes. Potential solutions are discussed later in this paper. 
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Figure 3: Locations of Manufactured Homes and Mobile Home Parks found 
in Wilkes County data (in Red) and Wilkesboro and North Wilkesboro data 
(in Blue) 
Findings 
Location 
Manufactured homes are located throughout Wilkes County, though at greater density in the northeastern 
section of the County (Figure 3 on next page; by type in Figures 1 and 2 of Appendix). This section 
details the distribution of mobile home parks, single-wide manufactured homes, multi-section 
manufactured homes, and single-family 
residences with a manufactured home on 
the property. This distribution is often 
parsed by townships, which are shown in 
Figure 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Wilkes County Townships and Municipalities 
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wilkes_County,_North_Carolina 
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Location Total
Antioch 2
Boomer 4
Edwards 11
Elk 3
Lewis Fork 1
Lovelace 1
Moravian Falls 12
Mulberry 12
New Castle 1
North Wilkesboro 21
Reddies River 51
Rock Creek 28
Stanton 1
Traphill 4
Union 2
Walnut Grove 3
Wilkesboro 23
Total 180
Table 1: Mobile Home Parks by 
Township 
Mobile Home Parks 
Mobile home parks are largely concentrated in and around the municipalities (Figure 5). Additionally, 
some are located in the northeast section of the county. County data indicates that by far the largest 
concentration is in Reddies River (51), followed by Rock Creek (28), Wilkesboro (23), and N. 
Wilkesboro (21). Lower numbers of mobile home parks are located in Mulberry and Moravian Falls (12). 
Please see Table 1 for complete results. Municipal data indicates a larger number (90) of mobile home 
parks in Wilkesboro and North Wilkesboro.   
 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Locations of Mobile Home Parks found in Wilkes County data (in Red) and Wilkesboro 
and North Wilkesboro data (in Blue) 
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Single-wide Manufactured Homes 
Single-wide manufactured homes are spread relatively evenly throughout the County (Figure 5). The 
largest numbers are located in Edwards (142), Reddies River (138), Mulberry (127), and Rock Creek 
(122). Additionally, large numbers of single-wide homes are found in Traphill (71), Wilkesboro (70), 
North Wilkesboro (50), and Union (50). Please see full figures in Table 2. Municipal data indicates the 
presence of 249 manufactured homes in Wilkesboro and North Wilkesboro.  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Locations of Single-wide Manufactured Units in Wilkes County data (in Red) and 
Wilkesboro and North Wilkesboro data (in Blue) 
Location Single-wide
Antioch 17
Beaver Creek 9
Boomer 47
Brushy Mountain 17
Edwards 142
Elk 30
Jobs Cabin 30
Lewis Fork 37
Lovelace 14
Moravian Falls 32
Mulberry 127
New Castle 26
North Wilkesboro 50
Reddies River 138
Rock Creek 122
Somers 18
Stanton 12
Traphill 71
Union 50
Walnut Grove 39
Wilkesboro 70
Total 1098
Table 2: Single-wide 
Manufactured Homes by 
Township 
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Multi-section Manufactured Homes 
There is more than double (2375) the number of multi-section manufactured homes than single-wide 
structures in Wilkes County (Figure 6). Owners of these multi-section (or “double-wide”) homes may 
have purchased larger structures, or may have added onto a single-wide structure when additional square 
footage was required. Much like the trends identified in single-wide manufactured homes, the largest 
number of multi-section homes are located in Edwards (339), Reddies River (262), Mulberry (252), and 
Rock Creek (232). A large number of double-wide structures are also located in Traphill (199), 
Wilkesboro (167), and Moravian Falls (111), and Boomer (116). Please see Table 3 for complete results. 
Municipal data indicates the presence of 199 multi-section manufactured homes in Wilkesboro and North 
Wilkesboro.  
 
 
Location Multi-section
Antioch 56
Beaver Creek 27
Boomer 116
Brushy Mountain 33
Edwards 339
Elk 49
Jobs Cabin 33
Lewis Fork 93
Lovelace 34
Moravian Falls 111
Mulberry 252
New Castle 85
North Wilkesboro 64
Reddies River 262
Rock Creek 232
Somers 68
Stanton 22
Traphill 199
Union 73
Walnut Grove 60
Wilkesboro 167
Total 2375
Table 3: Multi-section 
Manufactured Homes by 
Township 
Figure 6: Multi-Section Manufactured Homes 
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Single-family Residential with Manufactured Homes on Parcel 
There are far fewer identified single-family residences with manufactured homes on their parcels (Figure 
7). In many cases, these manufactured homes were probably added to single-family plots to expand 
square footage for additional family members. Of the 250 total cases in Wilkes County, once more 
Edwards (34), Reddies River (29), and Mulberry (27) have the largest number. Additionally, Traphill 
(18), Wilkesboro (16), and Boomer (13) have significant numbers of single-family residences with 
manufactured homes. Please see Table 4 for complete results. Municipal data indicates the presence of 
eight of these structures in Wilkesboro and North Wilkesboro.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 7: Single-family residential with manufactured homes on parcel 
Location Single Residence and MH
Antioch 7
Beaver Creek 3
Boomer 13
Brushy Mountain 3
Edwards 34
Elk 5
Jobs Cabin 4
Lewis Fork 7
Lovelace 2
Moravian Falls 12
Mulberry 27
New Castle 11
North Wilkesboro 11
Reddies River 29
Rock Creek 15
Somers 11
Stanton 4
Traphill 18
Union 7
Walnut Grove 10
Wilkesboro 16
Total 250
Table 4: Single-family Residence and 
MH on Parcels by Township 
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Value 
As noted above, manufactured homes are located throughout the County. However, these homes are most 
dense in the townships of Edwards, Reddies River, Mulberry, Rock Creek, Traphill, Wilkesboro, 
Moravian Falls, and Boomer. By type, these manufactured homes are distributed rather widely throughout 
the county (Figure 8) and municipalities (Figure 9, next page). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8: County Manufactured Homes 
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Figure 9: Municipality Manufactured 
Homes by Type 
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However, tax assessed values (TAV) for these properties do not appear to exhibit spatial patterns on the 
County (Figure 10) or municipal (Figure 11, next page) levels. Please note that these dollar values are 
distributed using a Jenks Natural Breaks method; the scale for the County and municipal manufactured 
homes are different. Additional breakdowns of value in $5,000 increments by township are included in 
Appendix A, accompanied by images of typical conditions captured using Google Street View.  
 
 
Figure 10: County Building Values ($) 
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County Single-wide Multi-section Single Residence and MH
Mean Value $17,467 $46,062 $88,452
Low Value $0 $2,000 $12,970
High Value $158,530 $250,530 $331,030
Municipalities Single-wide Multi-section Single Residence and MH
Mean Value $16,752 $46,429 $90,559
Low Value $0 $5,180 $12,970
High Value $62,110 $185,790 $231,660
Table 4: County and Municipal Average, High, and Low Values  
 
Moreover, various types of mobile homes exhibited similar average tax assessed valuations in 
both County and municipal estimations. For instance, single-wide homes displayed an average assessed 
value of approximately $17,000, multi-section of around $46,000, and single-residences with 
manufactured homes on the parcel of around $89,000-90,000 (Table 4).  Therefore, although higher 
concentrations of mobile homes 
are found in some areas, it is safe 
to assume that mobile homes in 
need of replacement are found 
throughout the County.  
However, average TAV of single-wide and multi-section manufactured homes differs by 
township. Table 5 (next page) shows average TAV throughout the County; townships with average values 
Figure 11: N. Wilkesboro and Wilkesboro 
Building Value ($)s 
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Location Count of STATECLASS Average of COSTBLDGVA
ANTIOCH 80 $43,452
BEAVER CREEK 39 $41,478
BOOMER 176 $41,377
BRUSHY MTN 53 $47,882
EDWARDS 515 $42,556
ELK 84 $36,220
JOBS CABIN 68 $40,611
LEWIS CREEK 3 $52,243
LEWIS FORK 133 $41,102
LOVELACE 51 $30,422
MORAVIAN FALLS 156 $44,386
MULBERRY 408 $39,448
NEW CASTLE 122 $48,372
NORTH WILKESBORO 124 $37,833
REDDIES RIVER 429 $38,670
ROCK CREEK 369 $39,097
SOMERS 97 $45,275
STANTON 38 $45,158
TRAPHILL 287 $41,005
UNION 130 $36,962
WALNUT GROVE 109 $32,765
WILKESBORO 252 $39,682
Grand Total 3723 $40,475
Table 5: Average Tax Assessed Value of Single-wide and Multi-
Section Manufactured Homes by Township 
less than $40,000 are highlighted in red, those with average TAVs between $40,000 and $45,000 in 
yellow, and those above $45,000 in green. Townships identified as having a large number of 
manufactured homes also display lower 
TAVs, as seen in Reddies River, Mulberry, 
Rock Creek, and Wilkesboro. 
Manufactured homes located in Edwards, 
Traphill, and Boomer, though displaying 
slightly higher average TAV than the 
former, are also on the lower end of 
manufactured home value. Therefore we 
can assume that areas with the most 
manufactured homes are also areas with 
those in the poorest condition.  
American Community Survey Findings 
To verify the findings of the GIS analysis, 
American Community Survey (ACS) results were analyzed. Although the ACS estimated the presence of 
a larger number of manufactured homes throughout the county, the Survey did verify the observations of 
the tax assessors: a large number of manufactured homes are located in and around Wilkesboro and N. 
Wilkesboro and the northeast section of the County. Census tracts covering these townships (9601[00], 
9604[00], 9603[00], 9608[01]) had between 820 and 1075 manufactured homes (not accounting for 
potential error). These tracts include areas such as Edwards, Rock Creek, Traphill, Walnut Grove, and 
Mulberry. Tract 960900 also had large estimates of manufactured homes and includes Jobs Cabin and 
Elk. Moreover, most of these tracts displayed large numbers of homes using fuel oil or kerosene for 
heating, which is symptomatic of older manufactured homes in poor condition. These homes are often 
occupied by households that cannot afford renovations or updating of mechanical systems. Poor housing 
conditions are verified by the lower overall median home value in these tracts. These results are available 
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in Table 6. Figure 12 displays the townships (shown above in Figure 4) overlaid by Census tract 
boundaries.  Therefore, large areal-guided programs should be concentrated in these areas. 
Potential Interventions 
Demographic Considerations 
When considering potential solutions for these manufactured homes, their owners or inhabitants must be 
considered. ESRI Business Analyst Online’s Tapestry Segmentation Area Profile, an analysis of 
demographic and household preferences, estimates that nearly 77% of Wilkes County households are 
Figure 12: Townships Overlaid with Census Tract Outlines 
Census Tract Area (sq. mi.) Total Housing Units Median Home Value Mobile Homes % Mobile Homes Homes Fueled by Fuel Oil/Kerosene % Fuel Oil/Kerosene
960100 58.25 3298 (285) $97,183 1028 (235) 31.20% 609 (168) 20.40%
960200 58.63 1876 (182) $93,911 646 (153) 34.40% 168 (69) 11.20%
960300 32.03 2765 (264) $96,537 822 (186) 29.70% 375 (131) 15.10%
960400 130.22 3523 (322) $90,120 1072 (261) 30.40% 453 (135) 15.80%
960500 7.25 1576 (170) $96,951 304 (116) 19.30% 292 (84) 22.70%
960600 3.96 1326 (203) $155,496 38 (46) 2.90% 268 (105) 23.70%
960700 7.63 1581 (185) $104,464 330 (119) 20.90% 356 (116) 26.60%
960900 179.79 2968 (265) $105,420 847 (182) 28.50% 401 (148) 20.20%
960801 12.99 2011 (230) $126,349 798 (207) 39.70% 176 (89) 10.40%
960802 18.42 2037 (207) $134,748 594 (163) 29.20% 412 (133) 22.30%
961001 72.84 2386 (292) $112,585 641 (213) 26.90% 308 (116) 14.30%
961002 26.51 2259 (239) $200,515 221 (132) 9.80% 201 (95) 9.90%
961100 10.98 1793 (215) $117,400 262 (100) 14% 309 (97) 21.60%
961200 137.4 3558 (295) $124,497 948 (224) 26.60% 365 (130) 11.30%
High Reliability: Coefficients of Variation (CV) less than 12%
Medium Reliability: CV between 12% and 40%
Low Reliability: CV greater than 40%
Table 6: Mobile Homes and Fuel Oil/Kerosene Usage by Census Tract (Margin of Error in Parentheses)  
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living in rural areas, with lifestyles characterized by conservative political views, a “do-it-yourself” 
mentality, low incomes and net worth, and high rates of mobile home ownership (ESRI, 2015). These 
households are unlikely to respond well to government efforts to move them to new supportive housing. 
Moreover, they may be the second or third generation living on the same parcel and feel rooted to that 
land. Finally, they may be situated in a rural area to support long-distance commuting patterns. Therefore, 
it makes sense to ascribe mostly in-place replacement and rehabilitation or weatherization efforts for these 
households. On the other hand, homes in the Wilkesboro and North Wilkesboro townships are living what 
could be better classified as a semi-rural lifestyle. They are more likely to be receptive to government aid 
in housing matters, and the density of homes in need of replacement may warrant the construction of 
multi-family construction.  
Scope 
Judging from the images in Appendix A, homes with TAVs of $0-9,999 are likely to require replacement. 
Those with TAVs from $10,000-19,999 are likely to require rehabilitation and weatherization. Single-
wide and multi-section homes valued above $20,000 appear to be in relatively good shape. Using those 
guidelines, the total number of homes in need of replacement is 393; 299 (265 single-wide and 34 multi-
section) are located in rural areas, and will likely require new manufactured or site-built homes, whereas 
94 (86 single-wide and eight multi-section) are located in North Wilkesboro and Wilkesboro and may be 
considered for replacement by multi-family structures. The total number of homes in need of 
rehabilitation and weatherization is 717; 587 are located in rural areas (454 single-wide and 202 multi-
section) and 130 (87 single-wide and 43 multi-section) are located in North Wilkesboro or Wilkesboro. 
Please note that for urban estimates, municipal data was used for additional accuracy. Of course, these 
numbers should be verified by windshield surveys or discussions with residents to determine condition 
and ownership status prior to developing strategies for rehabilitation and replacement. Though this 
information is publicly available, addresses will be provided to Wilkes County and municipal officials 
directly so as to ensure the privacy of residents and owners of these homes. These officials, together with 
other coalition members, can then begin to develop rehabilitation and replacement strategies.  
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Rehabilitation and Replacement Strategies 
Strategies for Improving Manufactured Home Energy Efficiency 
Discussions with coalition members confirmed that residents of manufactured homes frequently struggle 
to pay their energy bills. For homes in the United States, energy costs are responsible for roughly 17% of 
ownership costs. For manufactured homes, these costs are 23% of ownership costs, reflecting overall 
lower costs of ownership. Moreover, although manufactured homes use about 35% less fuel than site-built 
homes, this reduction reflects only the size of the units, not their efficiency; in fact, per square foot, 
energy uses are about twice as much. Even worse, manufactured homes built prior to 1980 consume 53% 
more energy than all other types of homes. Problematically, owners of these homes are less likely to 
upgrade their units for better energy efficiency, perhaps due to the problems related to land tenure or a 
reluctance to take on new debt (Epperson and Ryan, undated, p. 27-28). Nevertheless, high energy bills 
drain the resources of homeowners who may be building assets outside of home equity (National 
Consumer Law Center, “Weatherization...,” p. 2). Therefore, reducing energy costs is crucial to keeping 
manufactured homes livable and affordable. The following sections detail some strategies for improving 
energy efficiency in manufactured homes. 
Utility Company Funding for Retrofitting & Replacing HVAC Systems 
Many local electricity cooperatives in North Carolina provide reimbursements for the purchase of energy 
efficient heat pumps and water heaters or for hiring an expert to conduct an energy audit on a home. For 
instance, the Surry-Yadkin Electric Membership Corporation (EMC), an official North Carolina Electric 
Cooperative that serves 4,413 accounts in Wilkes County, offers rebates of $150-350 (depending on the 
degree of energy savings) for replacing aging heat pumps (Surry-Yadkin EMC, undated). Similarly, the 
Blue Ridge EMC, another provider in Wilkes County, offers a $75 rebate for conducting an energy audit 
(Blue Ridge EMC, undated). Providers frequently offer these programs for a limited time only. For 
instance, Surry-Yadkin EMC’s program ends December 31, 2014, barring renewal. Therefore, the County 
and municipalities should remain monitor the availability of these programs and support applications 
during open periods.  
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Large providers, like Duke Energy Progress, also offer incentives ranging from $25 to $350 for 
hiring an expert to conduct an HVAC audits, repairing or replacing duct work, installing high-efficiency 
heating and cooling system replacements or heat pump water heaters, and purchasing window AC units 
(Duke Energy Progress, 2013). These programs are more likely to be available over longer periods.  
Local Revolving Fund for Retrofits 
In 2009, the North Carolina General Assembly passed H.B. 1389, authorizing municipal and county 
governments to establish revolving loan funds for renewable energy and energy efficiency projects. 
Revolving loan funds are funds where repayments and interest are fed back into the fund; these funds 
must limit interest to 8% and terms may not exceed 20 years. Since federal funds from Energy Efficiency 
and Conservation Block Grant program established through the 2009 American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act are fully disbursed, cities and counties must now use unrestricted revenues to establish 
these funds. H.B. 1829 built upon this legislation by authorizing municipalities to establish loan loss 
reserve funds, used to cover delinquencies or losses from the revolving loan fund (DSIRE, 2014). 
Weatherization Assistance Programs 
Weatherization activities include sealing air leaks from doors and windows in order to prevent drafts; 
insulating attics, walls, ceilings, floors, and pipes; installing moisture barriers; using smart thermostats 
with scheduling capabilities; installing energy efficient bulbs; purchasing energy efficient refrigerators; 
and optimizing the performance of existing HVAC systems (N.C. Housing Coalition, undated). On 
average, the value of weatherization improvements in energy bill reductions is 2.2 times greater than the 
cost over the lifetime of the home (DOE, undated). The U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) 
Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) consists of a block grant awarded to states, territories, and 
some Indian tribes to improve the energy efficiency of homes belonging to low-income households 
(DOE, undated). Although states are free to determine their own standards within DOE guidelines, 
typically recipients must make 200% or less of the federal poverty guidelines, with priority afforded to 
the elderly, the disabled, and families with children (in most states). Additionally, families receiving cash 
assistance payments under Work First or Supplement Security Income are automatically eligible. Energy 
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Table 5: Income Guidelines for North Carolina’s Weatherization Assistance Program 
Source: NC DENR 
improvements are subsidized to an average of $6,500, but funds may not be used for structural 
improvements if this work is not critical to energy efficiency (DOE, undated).  
The North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources is the State’s responsible 
agency for this program. Federal funding is variable, but typically totals anywhere from $3 to $4 million 
(although the program was unfunded in FY 2012) (WAP Technical Assistance Center, 2014). Roughly, 
3,000 North Carolina families receive assistance from the program on an annual basis. Table 5 shows the 
State’s income thresholds for program eligibility, based upon federal poverty guidelines. Wilkes County’s 
local weatherization office is the Blue Ridge Opportunity Commission (BROC), a community action 
agency located in North Wilkesboro. Services can be provided to owners and renters, pending landlord 
approval (BROC, undated). 
 
There are some challenges to implementing a weatherization program. For instance, lack of land 
security in land-lease situation decreases the value of the home, thereby lowering homeowners’ incentive 
to make investments in energy efficiency (National Consumer Law Center, “Weatherization…,” p. 3).  
Additionally, many agencies lack staff members with the knowledge and ability to make energy 
efficiency improvements on mobile homes, which often present unique challenges for retrofitting. For 
example, many older homes were built with 2x2 foot lumber rather than 2x4 foot lumber, thereby 
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providing little wall and ceiling space for additional insulation (p. 5). This could severely hamper 
weatherization efforts. 
Additionally, local agencies often avoid weatherizing rental units, since landlords could raise the 
rent or sell the property for a premium after weatherization to reflect the home’s higher value. To address 
this possibility, the Department of Energy instituted rules that ensure benefits accrue mostly to low-
income residents. It allows states to pass statutes requiring minimum periods of time following 
weatherization prior to rent increases and providing a mechanism for resident challenges to rent increases. 
These regulations also allow states to seek landlord approval for the placement of a lien to protect the 
federal investment (p. 6). However, these efforts are arduous and time-consuming.  
Federal Funding for Structural Repairs 
As mentioned above, WAP funding cannot be used for structural repairs unless they are critical to energy 
efficiency improvements. For other structural repairs, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Section 504 
Repair Program may be utilized. This program provides 20-year, 1% interest loans of up to $20,000 to 
very low-income homeowners to repair their homes and remove health and safety hazards. Applicants 
must be unable to obtain affordable credit from other institutions and must have incomes below 50% of 
the area median income. Grants of up to $7,500 are available to homeowners 62 years or above and or 
those who cannot repay a conventional loan. These funds may only be used to remove health and safety 
hazards and may be recaptured if the property is sold within three years. Loans and grants can be 
combined in circumstances where homeowners are deemed able to repay (USDA, 2013). 
Federal Funding for Heating Bill Assistance 
The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) is a federal heating bill payment 
assistance program. States provide one-time vendor payments to eligible households. In North Carolina, 
eligible households include those with an elderly person age 60 or above or a disable person receiving 
services through the Division of Aging and Adult Services of the Department of Health and Human 
Services (DHHS) (DHHS administers the program). Households may also qualify by meeting an income 
test and having reserves at or below $2,200 (DHHS, 2013). 
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Federal and State Programs for Rehabilitation 
USDA’s Rural Development Division offers the Housing Preservation Program to fund rehabilitation 
projects. Homeowners must own their own home and land and occupy the home for one year. The home 
must also have a permanent foundation (National Consumer Law Center, p. 6). The North Carolina 
Housing Finance Agency sponsors several programs for structural repairs of homes. For instance, the 
Single-Family Rehabilitation Program offers interest-free, deferred-forgiven loans to households with 
income below 80% of the area median income (AMI). Another program, the Urgent Repair Program 
finances emergency repairs for households with elderly or special needs members, headed by a single 
parent, or greater than five members. Applicants must have household incomes below 50% of the AMI 
(NCHFA, undated). 
Replacement  
Manufactured 
One interesting effort to replace pre-1976 HUD Code mobile homes is underway in Kentucky, led by a 
non-profit called Frontier Housing. Frontier teamed up with Clayton Homes, one of the largest 
manufacturers of mobile homes in the country, to design and manufacture a line of ENERGY STAR 
manufactured homes (Figure 12) for distribution through non-profit networks (Frontier Housing, 
undated). ENERGY STAR requirements (which vary be geography and climate) typically include low-
emittance windows, programmable thermostats, increased wall cavities to accommodate more insulation, 
Figure 12: Examples of Frontier Housing’s ENERGY STAR Clayton Homes  
Source: Corporation for Enterprise Development 
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sealed panel marriage lines, and ENERGY STAR appliances (National Consumer Law Center, p. 2). 
Homes built to these standards can save homeowners approximately $1,800 annually in energy costs 
(National Consumer Law Center, p. 7).  
These homes also meet USDA Rural Development requirements and are eligible for USDA 
funding. The homes adhere to universal design tenants, making them accessible and appropriate for a 
wide variety of occupants. When installed on a permanent foundations adhering to FHA Title II, Frontier 
finds these homes appreciate in value (which occurs infrequently in this market segment). The group also 
runs homebuyer programs and ensures the homes are purchased through fair financing deals, since 
predatory loans have long plagued the industry. The average total cost of one of these projects—including 
the purchase of the new home, deconstructing the old home, installing a new septic system, preparing the 
site, placing the footings and foundation, and installing the new structure—is estimated at $63,000.  
A manufactured home replacement program could  be funded through various forms federal 
funding: formula or block grants (e.g., CDBG and the HOME Investment Partnership Program), project-
based grants (e.g., Rural Development’s Housing Preservation Program, HUD’s Rural Housing and 
Economic Program, and the Rural Community Development Initiative), and loan and loan guarantee 
programs (e.g., the Federal Housing Authority’s (FHA) Title I and Title II programs, RHS Section 502 
loans and programs, RHS Section 504 loans for repair and rehabilitation, and Department of Veterans 
Affairs programs). Additionally, FHA’s Section 207 Mortgage Insurance for Manufactured Home Parks 
offers mortgage insurance for non-site-built homes (National Consumer Law Center, p. 7).  
Any effort to replace manufactured homes should be highly attuned to land ownership issues, 
which effect resale value and bank lending practices. It may make sense to explore opportunities for 
community purchase of existing mobile home communities, providing land ownership stability to owner-
occupiers through resident ownership (CFED, 2014). Communities replacing aged manufactured homes 
should also follow a stringent decommissioning policy to ensure these homes are not resold to residents 
living in less regulated areas. Moreover, lot size should be considered. Lots in older manufactured home 
communities were designed to accommodate smaller units that were typically eight feet wide or less and 
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frequently less than 20 feet long. Over time, as manufactured homes became accepted forms of permanent 
housing, they increased in size to 10 feet wide and up to 50 or 60 feet long. Moreover, in the 1960s, 
manufacturers started two units joined together, or “doublewide” homes. These newer homes may not fit 
existing lots and pads (National Consumer Law Center, “Weatherization…,” p. 7).  
Small, Site-built Homes 
Another option is the small-scale, site-built home. Several affordable housing providers are exploring the 
utility of this option as a replacement for aging mobile homes. Perhaps the most notable design efforts in 
this area are underway through Auburn University’s Rural Studio architecture program, working in Hale 
County, Alabama (Figure 13). The program is in the process of developing a line of home plans for a 
$20,000 home (Rural Studio, undated). Costs include approximately $12,000 for materials and $8,000 for 
contracted labor and profit. According to Rural Studio calculations, $20,000 is the most expensive 
mortgage a single homeowner receiving the median Social Security assistance of $758 a month could 
repay. This translates into $108 monthly mortgage payment, presumably over a 30 year mortgage. All 
homes have a front porch and nine- to 10-foot ceiling (Freear et al., 2014).  
Figure 13: A set of 20K homes that form a duplex  
Source: Rural Studio 
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Aside from lower expense, the advantage of this home is that, unlike the manufactured home, it 
offers financial stimulus to the local construction industry. Rural Studio found that at $20,000, 800 
households would be eligible for a 20K home. Construction of these homes would put an estimated $16 
million into the local economy. Homes can be built in roughly three weeks, so a contractor could build 
around 16 per year. If he hires three workers for each house, the contractor would earn $61,000 annually 
and his workers $22,200. The workers would be earning a wage of $11.57, well above the minimum wage 
(Freear et al., 2014). A sweat equity model could also be integrated into this program to decrease labor 
costs. 
Conclusion 
This research attempts to develop a methodology for identifying, locating, and quantifying the presence of 
substandard manufactured homes in rural counties, using Wilkes County, NC as a case study. 
Additionally, it presents several programs that can be used to finance or offset the cost of energy 
efficiency and structural improvements on manufactured homes in Wilkes, as well as alternative 
replacement typologies featuring both manufactured and site-built homes. This sort of process could be 
repeated in other counties throughout the state.  
In Wilkes County, this research provides a foundation for developing the scope and spatial extent 
of housing improvement programs. However, in order to implement effective programs, the county will 
have to involve a wide swathe of the community, including philanthropic and non-profit organizations, 
local governments, and private developers. Moreover, the county must explore passage of a county-wide 
zoning ordinance, such that a Minimum Housing Ordinance and accompanying code enforcement are 
possible throughout the entire community, not just within municipal bounds. Otherwise, poor quality 
manufactured homes will likely remain, whether owner-occupied or rented. Finally, the towns of 
Wilkesboro and North Wilkesboro, as well as Wilkes County, must work to develop comprehensive 
housing plans, which are currently lacking. These steps will form the framework for implementing 
rehabilitation and replacement programs in the near future. Moreover, they will serve to further the 
conversation about house quality in this county in the foothills of North Carolina.   
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APPENDIX  
 
Figure 1: All Single-wide and Multi-section Manufactured Homes (Excluding Mobile Home Parks) by Township and Value 
 
Figure 2: All Manufactured Homes and Mobile Home Parks  in Wilkesboro and N. Wilkesboro by Value (Identified Using Municipal Data) 
Township Count of $0-4,999 Count of $5,000-9,999 Count of $10,000-14,999 Count of $15,000-19,999 Count of $20,000-24,999 Count of $25,000-29,999 Count of $30,000-34,999 Count of $35,000-39,999 Total
ANTIOCH 3 7 5 11 9 5 5 45
BEAVER CREEK 1 2 4 4 5 1 2 2 21
BOOMER 3 10 10 15 11 18 15 7 89
BRUSHY MTN 2 5 2 8 6 1 3 27
EDWARDS 7 28 45 39 39 39 30 42 269
ELK 3 9 6 11 7 5 5 4 50
JOBS CABIN 3 5 2 9 7 3 11 5 45
LEWIS CREEK 1 1
LEWIS FORK 2 9 13 11 4 13 9 9 70
LOVELACE 4 6 4 7 4 2 2 8 37
MORAVIAN FALLS 5 8 9 13 12 9 9 12 77
MULBERRY 7 31 36 44 35 22 26 21 222
NEW CASTLE 2 6 9 10 2 12 10 5 56
NORTH WILKESBORO 2 11 18 11 12 6 12 7 79
REDDIES RIVER 9 39 40 34 31 33 32 30 248
ROCK CREEK 6 26 31 46 30 25 23 13 200
SOMERS 2 3 5 6 8 10 5 9 48
STANTON 1 3 2 5 4 5 1 21
TRAPHILL 8 14 30 22 18 17 23 17 149
UNION 3 10 15 14 8 9 7 13 79
WALNUT GROVE 3 14 13 7 11 5 8 11 72
WILKESBORO 5 21 19 17 24 26 21 16 149
Grand Total 77 261 321 335 290 269 260 241 2054
Type Count of $0-4,999 Count of $5,000-9,999 Count of $10,000-14,999 Count of $15,000-19,999 Count of $20,000-24,999 Count of $25,000-29,999 Count of $30,000-34,999 Count of $35,000-39,999 Total
106 17 69 50 37 30 27 13 6 249
107 8 16 27 28 27 46 47 199
108 1 2 2 1 1 1 8
140 3 3 7 15 7 4 6 7 52
Grand Total 20 80 74 81 67 59 66 61 508
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Row Labels Count of $0-4,999 Count of $5,000-9,999 Count of $10,000-14,999 Count of $15,000-19,999 Count of $20,000-24,999 Count of $25,000-29,999 Count of $30,000-34,999 Count of $35,000-39,999
ANTIOCH 3 7 5 11 9 5 5
106 2 5 2 5 2 1
107 1 2 3 6 6 4 5
108 1
BEAVER CREEK 1 2 4 4 5 1 2 2
106 2 2 2 1
107 1 1 2 5 1 2 1
108 1
BOOMER 3 10 10 15 11 18 15 7
106 3 7 8 8 6 8 4 1
107 3 2 7 5 9 11 6
108 1
BRUSHY MTN 2 5 2 8 6 1 3
106 2 5 1 4 5
107 1 4 1 1 3
108
EDWARDS 7 28 45 39 39 39 30 42
106 7 23 33 27 24 17 2 6
107 5 11 12 14 22 28 33
108 1 1 3
ELK 3 9 6 11 7 5 5 4
106 2 9 3 8 2 2 4
107 1 3 3 5 3 1 4
108
JOBS CABIN 3 5 2 9 7 3 11 5
106 3 5 2 7 4 4 2
107 2 3 3 7 3
108
LEWIS CREEK 1
107 1
LEWIS FORK 2 9 13 11 4 13 9 9
106 2 8 8 8 2 7 2
107 1 5 3 2 6 6 9
108 1
LOVELACE 4 6 4 7 4 2 2 8
106 2 4 3 2 2
107 2 2 5 4 2 7
108 1 1
MORAVIAN FALLS 5 8 9 13 12 9 9 12
106 5 7 5 8 2 2 2 1
107 1 4 5 10 6 6 11
108 1 1
MULBERRY 7 31 36 44 35 22 26 21
106 7 28 29 27 19 6 7 2
107 3 7 17 16 15 19 19
108 1
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Figure 2: All Manufactured Homes by Type, Value, and Location 
  
 
NEW CASTLE 2 6 9 10 2 12 10 5
106 2 4 7 6 4 2
107 2 2 4 2 8 7 5
108 1
NORTH WILKESBORO 2 11 18 11 12 6 12 7
106 2 11 16 4 6 3 4 1
107 2 7 6 3 8 6
108
REDDIES RIVER 9 39 40 34 31 33 32 30
106 9 34 27 19 19 18 7 4
107 5 13 13 10 14 24 24
108 2 2 1 1 2
ROCK CREEK 6 26 31 46 30 25 23 13
106 6 24 22 32 19 10 5 2
107 2 9 12 11 15 18 11
108 2
SOMERS 2 3 5 6 8 10 5 9
106 2 2 2 3 3 4 1
107 1 3 2 5 5 3 9
108 1 1 1
STANTON 1 3 2 5 4 5 1
106 1 2 2 2 2 2
107 1 3 2 3 1
108
TRAPHILL 8 14 30 22 18 17 23 17
106 8 11 20 11 8 5 5
107 3 10 11 10 11 18 17
108 1
UNION 3 10 15 14 8 9 7 13
106 3 9 11 9 4 5 6
107 1 4 5 4 4 6 6
108 1 1
WALNUT GROVE 3 14 13 7 11 5 8 11
106 3 11 12 6 4 1 2
107 3 1 1 5 4 6 9
108 2 2
WILKESBORO 5 21 19 17 24 26 21 16
106 5 18 15 9 6 7 3 1
107 3 4 8 17 19 17 15
108 1 1
Grand Total 77 261 321 335 290 269 260 241
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Homes Valued $0-4,999 
Figure 4: 3991 N. NC Highway 16, Millers Creek 
Figure 5: 13253 Traphill Rd., Thurmond 
Figure 6: 501 Crews Rd., Purlear 
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Homes Valued $5,000-9,999  
 
 
 
 
Figure 8: 271 McNeil Rd., Miller's Creek 
Figure 9: 393 Fairplains Ridge Rd., N. Wilkesboro 
Figure 7: 210 Bassett Rd., Miller Creek 
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Homes Valued $10,000-14,999 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Homes Valued $15,000-19,999 
 
 
 
 
Figure 11: 2124 Germantown Rd., Moravian Falls 
Figure 12: 4742 Austin Traphill Rd., Elkin 
Figure 13: 2153 Speedway, N. Wilkesboro 
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Homes Valued $15,000-19,999 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX B 
 
 
 
Figure 14: 615 Bagley Springs Rd., Ronda 
Figure 15: 681 Pads, N. Wilkesboro 
Figure 16: 310 Henry's County Rd., N. Wilkesboro 
